Abstract. Human-Computer Interaction has evolved into an established field of teaching and research. Its multidisciplinary and cross-continental roots combined with its broad scope and multiplicity of paradigms, methods, tools, and application areas have led to a huge diversity. In the community there are currently debates about the pros and cons of this diversity and some voices claim for unifying theory and practice and standardising teaching curricula. In this paper I discuss HCI education, and analyse the past, present, and future of HCI in order to derive implications for HCI education.
Introduction
Human-Computer Interaction (HCI) has over the last decades evolved into an established field of teaching and research that marks an important paradigm shift. Wegner [31, p. 81] writes: 'interactive systems are more powerful problem-solving engines than algorithms.'. Yet, the field of HCI is multidisciplinary, which to some authors seem challenging. Grudin [14, p. 59] writes: 'different views of humancomputer interaction are presented … and differences will remain'. Researchers and teachers in HCI have reacted to multidisciplinarity by elaborating on shared understandings in HCI education. Claims for unification have been raised. For instance, Churchill et al. have compiled an informative report on Present, and Future' [5] . It analyses one of the big challenges of teaching HCI: the rapid evolution of the field. The authors write: 'during the past 15 years, the speed of change has been particularly dramatic' and they continue 'in response to these technological changes, user populations have diversified and grown ' [5, p. 44] . The authors point out that in their interviews 'a common refrain we hear is "We need a mission statement or a value proposition that people can hang their hats on." Our survey respondents and interviewees call for some form of unity or consensus; there is a desire for "a unified theoretical perspective" and "a common curriculum."'. In this paper I examine the field of HCI and HCI education with respect to their diversity. For this purpose, I analyse HCI education today and study HCI curricula and books. I then characterise trends in HCI. I draw conclusions for HCI education. Finally, I summarise the paper.
HCI education needs to reflect multidisciplinary origins in computer and human science and beyond, respect the complexity in theories, methods, and tools, for the design, implementation, and evaluation of interactive systems. Several authors have emphasised this multidisciplinary and have also identified disciplines and areas of HCI that are relevant for HCI research and teaching. Carroll [4, p. 1] emphasises the combination of the human and the computer side: 'human-computer interaction (HCI) lies at the intersection between the social and behavioural sciences on the one hand, and computer and information technology on the other.' Yet, to add even more complexity, HCI should not only be seen from a research perspective, but also an engineering and design perspective, and they are rather distinct. MacKenzie [21, p. 126f] points out: 'there are many ways to distinguish research from engineering and design. … Engineers and designers are in the business of building things. … Research tends to be narrowly focused. Small ideas are conceived of, prototyped, tested, then advanced or discarded.'
Teaching HCI from the perspective of designing artefacts that are easy to understand and use, sometimes seemed quite easy. There the focus was primarily on the artefacts that are designed and their capability to communicated their handling to users (e.g., for doors it should be immediately clear if users need to push or pull). For instance, Norman [22, p. 188f] suggested 'seven principles for transforming difficult tasks into simple ones' such as: 'simplify the structure of tasks'. Beyond the artefact, design is always about the users who interact with the artefact. In his later publications Norman points out that [23, p. 8]: 'in the 1980s, in writing The Design of Everyday Things, I didn't take emotions into account. I addressed utility and usability, function and form, all in a logical, dispassionate way.'. Norman in this book identifies three different aspects of design [23, p. 5f]: 'visceral design concerns itself with appearances. … behavioural design has to do with the pleasure and effectiveness of use. … finally, reflective design considers the rationalisation and intellectualisation of a product. '. Draper and Norman [8, p. 1] already in the 1980ies identified the need to deal with humans and computers, but also interaction: 'to understand successful design requires an understanding of the technology, the person, and their mutual interaction.'.
Since then, the field of HCI has grown considerably and with that also the body of knowledge of potential interest for students of HCI. Carroll [4, p. 6] writes that in the 1980s 'it was reasonable to expect HCI professionals, particularly researchers, to have a fairly comprehensive understanding of the concepts and methods in use. Today, there are too many theories, too many methods, too many application domains, too many systems.'. Subsequently I analyse HCI curricula and HCI reference books and textbooks with respect to their contents, and structure. I will particularly reflect the disciplines and areas identified in the quotes above: the role of computer and information technology versus social and behavioural sciences; the role of research versus design and engineering; the role of users' goals and tasks; the role of visceral, behavioural, and reflective aspects; as well as the role of theories and methods versus application domains and systems.
